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January 5, 2021 
 
Laurie P. Whitten, CZEO, AICP 

Director of Development Services 
Town of Enfield 
820 Enfield Street, 
Enfield, CT 06082 
 
 
Re: POCD ς Enfield Existing Conditions 
 
Dear Director Whitten: 
 
This existing condition report is created as part of the ongoing process of updating the Plan of 
Conservation and Development (POCD). The report provides a detailed analysis of demographic and 
socio-economic indicators for the Town of Enfield. Whenever possible, the analysis provides 
comparative data for Hartford County and the State of Connecticut. The aim of the report is to 
establish a baseline of existing demographic and socioeconomic conditions. In addition, the analysis 
seeks to provide a deep understanding of these conditions, the dynamic nature of demographics and 
socioeconomics, and the relationships between these demographic and socioeconomic conditions and 
land use and municipal governance that help to inform policy, strategies, and decision making 
throughout the POCD planning process. The report is organized and presented as an Executive 
Summary narrative followed by the charts and graphs of key demographic and socioeconomic 
indicators. The narrative is intended to both educate the reader about the dynamics of the 
demographics and socioeconomics, and to explain how they inform us about Enfield. In doing so, the 
narrative will demonstrate how demographic and socioeconomic conditions relate to land use and 
municipal governance. We ask that the Planning and Zoning Commission and the POCD Steering 
Committee read this narrative carefully and familiarize themselves with the data.   
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Donald J. Poland, PhD, AICP 
Planning Consultant 
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Executive Summary ς Existing Conditions 

Introduction 

Analyzing the demographics and socioeconomics of a community offer an opportunity to develop a 
deep understanding of the community and the interconnected relationship between demographics, 
socioeconomics, land use, and municipal governance. Comparing existing conditions to historical 
trends and future projections, informs us as to where the community has been, where it is likely 
heading, and what are potential changes in land use policy that can aid in improving a commuƴƛǘȅΩǎ 
trajectory moving forward. The wealth of understanding gained from this analysis, when properly 
interpreted and then translated into the context of market conditions and municipal governance, 
offers unique insights into the kind of problems, and challenges the Plan of Conservation and 
Development (POCD) can seek to solve, and the plausible policy tools and approaches a community can 
employ to guide the community.  

The POCD is both a physical plan for future land use and a strategic plan for municipal governance and 
investment. As a land use plan, the POCD is a physical plan for the communityτa plan to organize and 
manage physical space (land and use) in the community. As a strategic plan for municipal governance, 
the POCD is a capital investments plan for the government services, infrastructure, and community 
facilities needed to support the physical development (i.e., land use) of the community. As a land use 
plan, the POCD (and the land use regulations) recommends, regulates, and directly influences the 
allocation of land by use, density, intensity, and the supporting infrastructures. This creates a symbiotic 
relationship between land use planning and real property markets. The POCD (and related land use 
regulations) influence the supply side of real property markets by recommending (and then regulating) 
the amount of land available by use, density, and intensity. This is important to understand since 
conventional planning perspectives rarely think of land use and government planning as having 
influence over real property markets.  

The demographic and socioeconomic analysis presented and discussed in this report is the first step in 
understanding historical trends, existing conditions, and future projections that will allow us to 
understand the relationship between land use and market conditions. Ultimately, this will help inform 
Enfield as to what are plausible approaches, strategies, and interventions to create improvement in the 
community through the POCD. In addition, the existing conditions establish realistic expectations as to 
what is presently plausible versus what may be plausible in the future if the trajectory of the 
community were to change. For example, the primary demand drivers for residential and commercial 
development are jobs, population, household formations, and to a lesser degree, household income. If 
demand drivers are stagnant or declining, then demand for new development will be low and it is 
unlikely the community will realize much new development or the redevelopment of existing sitesτ
the reverse is also true. However, through the POCD planning process, a community can develop 
strategies aimed at cultivating an environment for job, population, household formation, and income 
growth to arrest stagnation and decline, making new development and redevelopment more plausible.  
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Economy and Market Demand 

The demographic and socioeconomic analysis in this document reveal what we believe Enfield 
intuitively already knows. Enfield, at best, is a slow-growth community, located within a stagnant 
metropolitan region(s) and a slow-to-no-growth state. [Please note, this statement and the following 
assessment are not intended to be negative in tone or substance. The intent is to provide a data driven, 
matter of fact, honest assessment of existing conditions.] Unfortunately, Connecticut and Metropolitan 
Hartford (and Metropolitan Springfield) have experienced stagnant job growth and marginal 
population growth over the past 30 years. Enfield is not immune to these regional tends. For example, 
9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ όƧƻōǎύ Ƙŀǎ declined from a preςGreat Recession high of 23,417 in 
2007 to 21,601 in 2017. In addition, 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ǎǘŀƎƴŀƴǘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ 
past decade, fluctuating around 45,000 persons. In Connecticut and Metropolitan Hartford, household 
formations have been the only positive demand driver for the past three decades. This results in 
household formations having been the primary driver of most new development. Household 
formations are the creation of new households out of both new population and existing households. 
The positive household formations are mostly the result of our changing demographic and social 
structure that are reflected in decreasing household size and an increasing number of single person 
householdsτthis will be discussed in greater detail below.  

Unfortunately, stagnant, or slow growth in demand drivers have real consequences. This is especially 
true regarding population and the demographic structure. Most important, as the demographic 
structure of a commǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ for municipal governance are also 
real. For example, an aging population, with more households on fixed incomes, can result in 
decreased housing investment, depreciating housing values, and an increased taxed burden to 
compensate for a depreciation in the total grand list value.   

 

Housing 

/ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛŎǳǘΩǎΣ IŀǊǘŦƻǊŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎΣ ŀƴŘ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ƘŀǾŜ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ 
housing market collapse in 2008 and the great recession in 2009. Median sales value has recovered 
from a low of approximately $225,000 in 2013 to approximately $273,000 in 2020τthe 2008 high was 
approximately $278,000. Closed sales of housing and the median days a home for sale stays on the 
market are trending in positive direction, indicating a stable and possibly robust housing market. In 
addition, the Connecticut and Metropolitan Hartford housing markets have experienced a boost in 
2020 from low mortgage interest rates and the influx of 16,000 household who have relocated from 
Metropolitan New York because of the COVID-19 pandemic. All these trends indicate positive 
momentum in the Enfield housing market.  

Even though the overall housing market trends are positive, there are some housing characteristics in 
EnfieldΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪ that should capture our attention, they may be indicators of possible housing 
market weaknesses moving forward. For example, 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ stock is predominately owner-
occupied (75%) and one-unit detached (71%) housing structuresτsuch structures typically correlate 
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with owner occupancy. While single-family detached housing has historically been the predominant 
housing product and consumer preference in the United States, Connecticut, and Enfield, the housing 
market has seen a shift toward multi-family housing over the past decade. Pre-Great Recession, new 
construction of multi-ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ нл҈ ƻŦ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛŎǳǘΩǎ ƴŜǿ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
construction. Post Great Recession, multi-family housing has represented approximately 50% of 
/ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛŎǳǘΩǎ ƴŜǿ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΦ !ǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ рф҈ ƻŦ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛŎǳǘΩǎ ŀƴŘ рс҈ ƻŦ IŀǊǘŦƻǊŘ 
/ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ housing stock is one-unit detached (single-family)Σ ǿƘƛƭŜ тм҈ ƻŦ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ-
unit detached (single-family). If the recent shifts toward multi-family housing continueτand it appears 
they will be based on changes in demographicsτ9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ higher percent of single-family housing may 
result in an over-supplied single-family housing market ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ existing 
housing stock (both single and multi-family) is older and aging, with very few new housing units being 
built in the past two decades (comparatively to prior decades). This possibly ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ 
housing stock may be dated, lacking modern amenities, and that the housing stock may struggle to 
compete in the greater housing market with newer housing built in neighboring communities.   

 

Demographics 

Population, that is the total number of persons in a community, is only one variable in understanding 
the growth or decline of a community. Other variables, such as population age, household size, and 
household composition are more dynamic variables and indicators that better explain the demographic 
structure of a community and economic implications of populationτthis is especially true in stagnant 
or slow growth communities. For example, as population growth slows, the demographic structure of 
the population changes (i.e., the population ages). While such a slow-moving variable, population age, 
is hard to notice in real time, such slow moving change in the demographic structure of a community 
provides meaningful insights into the changing ǘǊŀƧŜŎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ socioeconomics.  

The size of households (including family households) is primarily driven by the social, economic, and 
cultural characteristics of the populations. Therefore, it is the changes in demographics and 
socioeconomics that mostly drive community change. For example, older populations have fewer 
children than younger populations. This is important to understand because as population growth 
slows or stagnates, and the population of a community ages, the number of births and the number of 
children in a community decreases. This decrease in births and children then translates into declining 
school enrollmentsτdeclining fertility rates (birth rates) are a key driver of declining school district 
enrollments.1 This example demonstrates the importance of demographic and socioeconomic analysis 
and how such analysis informs us about planning and the relationship to municipal governanceτ
understanding demographic structure and trends help to inform a community about future needs 
associated with government services and facilities.  

 
1 PEW Research Center, 2018. The US Total Fertility Rateτlifetime births per womenτhas declined from 3.6 in 1960 to 1.73 
in 2018.  
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Declining fertility rates are a key reason why Connecticut, Hartford County, and Enfield are all 
experiencing stagnant population growth, an aging population, and declining school enrollments. The 
total fertility rate is the average number of children that would be born to a woman if all women lived 
to the end of their childbearing years. Since only women have children, and since all women do not live 
to the end of their childbearing years (or have children), the replacement level of the fertility rate is 
between 2.1 and 2.3 (births per women) to maintain a stable populationτhigher rates result in 
population growth and lower rates result in population decline.  

Another way of understanding this is to understand how the fertility rate interacts with the death rate. 
The equation for population growth (not including immigration and migration) is births minus deaths 
equals growth. If births are higher than deaths, the population grows. If births are lower than deaths, 
the population declines. Table 1. below shows how the fertility rate translates deaths and births to 
population growth or decline. bƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ {ǘŀǘŜǎ ŦŜǊǘƛƭƛǘȅ ǊŀǘŜ ƛǎ мΦто ŀƴŘ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛŎǳǘΩǎ 
fertility rate is 1.57τboth are well below the replacement rates (2.1 to 2.3) to maintain a stable 
population. That means, in Connecticut, 27 fewer persons are born for every 100 persons who die. 
Excluding foreign immigration and internal national migration, given enough time at a 1.57 fertility 
ǊŀǘŜΣ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛŎǳǘΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǿould decline to zero.  

Table 1. Median Age 
 Fertility Rate Deaths Births Replacement Rate 

Above Replacement 2.4 100 120 +5 Births = Growth 

Replacement 2.3 100 115 Stable 

Replacement 2.2 100 110 Stable 

Replacement ς USA 2.1 100 105 Stable 

Below Replacement 2.0 100 100 Decline 

United States 1.73 100 82 -18 Births = Decline 

Connecticut2 1.57 100 73 -27 Births = Decline 

Declining fertility rates also reflect economic opportunity (wealth), educational opportunity 
(educational attainment), and the associated changes in social-cultural behaviors that come with 
wealth and education.3 Most important, these structural changes in our demographics can be traced 
across generations. For example, if you are of the Baby-Boom generation (born between 1946 and 
1964),4 itΩǎ likely that you have more siblings than you have children. It is also likely, as a Baby Boomer, 
you moved out of your parentΩǎ home, got married, and had your first child at a younger age than 
those in Generation X (born between 1965 and 1980) and the Millennial Generation (born between 
1981 and 1996). These slow-moving changes in our social-cultural behavior that are hard to notice in 
real time, are revealed by analyzing demographic structure and paying close attention to changes in 
social-cultural behaviors (generation by generation). The effects of these slow-moving changes can be 
and often are profound.  

 
2 www. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_U.S._states_and_territories_by_fertility_rate  
3 For example, prioritizing career over childrearing.  
4 PEW Research Center, 2018. 
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It is these slow-moving changes in demographics and social-cultural behaviors that help us to better 
understand Enfield and to Ǉƭŀƴ ŦƻǊ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦ Since the last POCD and the 2010 US Census, 
Enfield has experienced stagnant population growth. More important, during this time, Enfield has 
been aging. The age cohort of persons who are 65 years of age and older has been increasing and this 
is a population cohort that is projected to continue to grow for the next 15 years. Simultaneously, the 
0-19, 20-34, and 35 to 64 age cohorts have been contracting and are projected to decline further over 
the next 15 years. These ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ŀƎŜ ŎƻƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ ŘǊƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ 
population will decline by 3,000 persons between 2020 and 2040. Enfield is not alone in this aging 
trend. /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛŎǳǘΩǎ ŀƴŘ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ŀƎŜ (Table 2)5 are nearly three years older than the United 
States median age. In the context of demographics, this is a large difference in median age.  
Connecticut and Enfield are older and aging places that are experiencing economic stagnationτsuch 
economic stagnation is associated with aging populations. Aging populations increase the percent of 
persons and households who are retired and on fixed incomesτolder households are smaller (no 
children at home) and older households spend less on consumer goods and services. 

Table 2. Median Age 
 USA CT Enfield 

2017 37.8 40.8 40.4 

For example, retired households on average spend half as much as younger family household on retail 
goods and personal services. Put this in the context of Enfield and the impacts of an aging population 
become more evident. For example, the contraction in retail occupancy (high vacancy rates and a 
struggling regional mall) in Enfield are not simply the result of shifts in the retail industry, such as 
increases in online shopping. Declining retail occupancy is also ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ŀƎƛƴƎ 
populationτthe increase in persons 65 years and olderτand decreasing spending power of this age 
cohort.  

Other changes in our national, regional, and local demographic structure, socioeconomics, and social 
behaviors have also transformed household structure. For example, in 1960 only 13.0% of housing 
units in the United States were occupied by 1-ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΦ ¢ƻŘŀȅΣ ну҈ ƻŦ ƻǳǊ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
stock are occupied by 1-person households.6 Enfield is not immune to these changes. Toady 29.2% of 
9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ housing stock is occupied by 1-person households7 and 40.4% of EnfieldΩǎ ǊŜƴǘŜǊ-occupied 
housing units are 1-person households. These are profound changes in household structure and have 
meaningful consequences on household formation, population, income, and purchasing power. More 
single-person households explain continued household formations even though jobs and population 
growth have been stagnant. Single-person households mean fewer persons or population per housing 

 
5 All housing, demographic, and socio-economic data provided in this report are sourced from U.S. Census, (2017), unless 
otherwise noted. 
6 United States Census, www. https://census.gov (2017). 
7 United States Census, www. https://census.gov (2017). 
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unit, and household incomes are constrained to a single salary and purchasing power is diminished by 
the absence of a second income.   

Another profound trend is the decline in married-couple households with children (under the age 18). 
In the United States, from 1970 to 2012, the percent of married-couple households with children 
declined from 40.3% to 19.6%. 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ households with one or more persons under the age of 18 
account for only 25.9% of households today. That means nearly three-ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊǎ ƻŦ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
units have no school age childrenτanother data point that explains contracting school enrollments.  

The changes in demographic and household structure discussed above are the result of both an aging 
population and changes in social-cultural behaviors. Today, compared to prior decades and the 
generations that came before, as a society we marry later, marry less, and we have fewer children. As 
household size continues to decline, and one- and two-person households continue to increase in 
percent of total household, household formations will continue to drive the housing marketτ
regardless of job and population growth (decline or stagnation). Most important, with smaller 
households, fewer family households, and more one- and -two person households, it is likely that 
demand for multi-family housing will remain robust and the single-family housing demand will soften.   

 

Income, Poverty, and Ethnicity 

Income, poverty, and ethnicity are also important socio-economic indicators that help to inform us 
about a community. For example, 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƛǎ ϷтсΣпноΣ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƴƻ 
ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘƘŀƴ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛŎǳǘΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ όϷтсΣмлсύ, and $4,000 more than Hartford 
County ($72,321). When compared to the United States median household income of approximately 
$62,000, we realize that Enfield is a wealthy community within a wealthy stateτeven though the 
median household income in many Connecticut communities pushes well above $100,000.  

The poverty rate in Enfield is relatively low and consistent with Connecticut and Hartford County. 
While a low poverty rate is good, it is imperative to recognize and to be concerned that approximately 
5.5% ƻŦ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ƭƛǾŜ ŀǘ ƻǊ ōŜƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅ ƭŜǾŜƭΦ This means that there is a real demand 
and need for the social-safety net of government services. While much the funding for the social-safety 
net come from Federal and State government, service delivery is provided at the local/municipal level 
of government.  

Lƴ мффлΣ ¢La9 aŀƎŀȊƛƴŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇƘǊŀǎŜΣ άǘƘŜ ōǊƻǿƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΩ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŜǘƘƴƛŎ ŀƴŘ 
racial composition of our American society. This phrase and trend are still important to understand 
today. As fertility has continued to decline overall, the greatest declines in fertility rates have occurred 
in white-ethno-European American society. Therefore, higher fertility rates in non-ethno-European 
Americans and increased immigration from other regions (not Europe) of the world, have and continue 
to transform the complexion of America.  

Today, only 60.1% of the United States population is Whiteτ18.5% is Hispanic, 13.4% is Black, and the 
remaining 8.2% is a variety of other ethnicities. Connecticut is 65.9% White, 16.9% Hispanic, 12.2% 
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Black, and the remaining 5% is a variety of other ethnicities. Enfield is 76.3% White, 11.2% Hispanic, 
7.2% Black, and the remaining 5.3% is a variety of other ethnicities. Based on national and state trends, 
9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ŘƛǾŜǊǎƛŦȅΦ  

When assessing a community, wealth is a positive indicator of social and economic prosperity and the 
ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǇǊƻǎǇŜǊƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ϷтсΣпнр median household income is a positive 
indicator of community prosperity. IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛŎǳǘΩǎ income growth has slowed, and other 
states are now wealthier and gaining wealth faster than Connecticut. In addition, Connecticut has 
experienced contraction in higher wage employment and growth in lower wage employment. This 
ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ /ƻƴƴŜŎǘƛŎǳǘΩǎ wealth is mostly stagnant and future growth is questionable. The same is 
true for Metropolitan Hartford and Enfield. Wage and wealth stagnation, in the context of poverty 
should be concerning as it is likely that the poverty rate will increase over time.  

Declining wealth and increases in poverty should also raise concerns of economic and racial disparities. 
Race correlates with income (and poverty) in the United States. Therefore, the populations most likely 
suffering from poverty are ethnic and racial minorities. This is important to understand as we continue 
the planning process. We must remain cognizant of poverty and race to ensure that we do not create 
or further perpetuate disparate economic and racial impacts because of policy recommendationsτ
especially when addressing housing, housing affordability, and housing policy.  

 

Conclusion 

This demographic and socioeconomic analysis of Enfield reveals a dynamic and changing community 
with both opportunities and challenges in its path. Understanding is the first step to improvement. 
²ƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎǎ ƻŦ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ 
socioeconomics, it would not be possible to exploit opportunities, confront challenges, and better plan 
ŦƻǊ 9ƴŦƛŜƭŘΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǿƛƭƭ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ƘƛǘŎƘƛƴƎ Ǉƻǎǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎ 
process to frame potential and plausible futures and the policies and strategies to achieve the desired 
future outcomes.  
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Source: US Census, American Community Survey 
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Source: Connecticut Data Collaborative, CT State Data Center, UCONN Library 
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Source: CT Data Collaborative 
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Source: Infogroup, Esri 
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Source: CT EdSight, ACS 2018 5-year estimates, CT Data Collaborative 
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Households and Socioeconomics 
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Source: American Community Survey 2014-2018 5-year estimates 
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Housing  

 
 

 

 
Source: American Community Survey 2010-2018, 5-year estimates 
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Source: CT DOL, 2019 Annual Averages - Employment & Wages by Industry (QCEW) - State of 

Connecticut (Updated: July 22, 2020) https://www1.ctdol.state.ct.us/lmi/202/202_annualaverage.asp  
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Source: CT 
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DOL, 2019 Annual Averages - Employment & Wages by Industry (QCEW) - State of Connecticut 

(Updated: July 22, 2020) https://www1.ctdol.state.ct.us/lmi/202/202_annualaverage.asp 

 

 
Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics 
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Source: OPM, CTData.org 
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Source: OPM, CTData.org 
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Source: US Census OnTheMap 
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Enfield as an employment destination 
Top 10 homes for workers in Enfield 

 
Source: US Census OnTheMap 
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